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RECEIVED 
CENTRAL FAX CENTER 

REMARKS JAN 2 2 2007 

Claims 1-6, 10-12, 14-22, 24-39, 41-45 and 47-54 have been canceled. Claims 7-9, 13, 
23, 40, 46 and 55 arc now pending in this application. 

Reconsideration of the application is earnestly requested. The Examiner is thanked for 
the telephone interview of January 18, 2007 in which the below remarks were discussed. 

Claims 7-9 

The Office action has rejected claims 7-9 under 35 USC §103 as being unpatentable over 
Hansen el al. (Hansen) in view of Dahm et at. (Dahm) and further interview of Chan et ah 
(Chan). But, Chan is not prior art to the present invention because it is a continuation of the 
Suryunarayana el al. (Suryanarayana) reference which has already been overcome. 

The Office action dated September 1, 2005 rejected numerous claims as being anticipated 
by Suryanarayana (U.S. Patent No. 6,487,401 ). But, Applicant's reply dated December 22, 2005 
included a declaration and other evidence demonstrating completion of their invention prior to 
the filing date oi Suryanarayana, and also pointed out why Suryanarayana did not anticipate the 
claimed invention. The Office action dated March 1, 2006 evidently agreed with Applicant's 
position because the Suryanarayana reference was withdrawn. The Chan reference is quite 
clearly a continuation of the Suryanarayana reference. T herefore, the Chan reference has the 
same prior art filing date of the Suryanarayana reference and includes exactly the same 
disclosure. Thus, the Chan reference is not prior art to the presently claimed invention for the 
same reasons why the Suryanarayana reference is not prior art. 

It is therefore respectfully requested That the rejection of claims 7-9 based upon Chan be 
withdrawn, and thai these claims be allowed. 

Clajfljg 23 and 46 

The Office action has rejected claims 23 and 46 under 35 USC §103 as being 
unpatentable over Hansen el al (Hansen) in view of Dahm ei at. (Dahm) and further in view of 
Hopper et al. (Hopper). 

Applicant has amended claim 23 to further require "the recharge option being configured 
to cause the communications program to co n tact a recharge server of the recharge service and to add 
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a predetermined recharge amount to i hr smr ed-value callinp account " The Office action relies 
upon this limitation as being present in the Chan reference (see Office action page 2 paragraph "a" 
and the rejection of claim 7). Because the Chan reference is not available as prior an for the 
reasons listed above, it is submitted that amended claim 23 is now patentable. 

Applicant has amended claim 46 lo further require " contacting a rechar&e server of a 
recharge service and adding a pred etermined recharge amouni 10 the stored-value calling account ." 
As pointed out above, ihe Office action relies upon this limitation as being present in the Chan 
reference (in the rejection of claim 7). Because the Chan reference is not available as prior art for 
the reasons listed above, it is submitted thai amended claim 46 is now patentable. 

Claims 40 and 55 

Applicant has amended claim 40 to further require " contacting a recharge server of a 
recharge service and adding a predetermined recha rge amount to the stored-value calling account ." 
As pointed out above, the Office action relies upon this limitation as being present in the Chan 
reference (in the rejection of claim 7). Because the Chan reference is not available as prior art for 
the reasons listed above, it is submitted that amended claim 40 is now patentable. 

Applicant has amended claim 55 to further require " in response to the received user 
selection of the recharge opiion, contacting a recharge server of a recharge service and adding a 
predetermined recharge amount to the stored-value call^ account . 1 ' As pointed out above, the 
Office action relies upon this limitation as being present in the Chan reference (in the rejection of 
claim 7), Because the Chan reference is not available as prior art for the reasons listed above, it 
is submitted that amended claim 55 is now patentable. 

Claim 13 

In Applicant's previous reply dated June 29, 2006 Applicant pointed out at page 1 1 that 
claim 13 has been amended to incorporate all the elements of claim 1. In fact, claim 13 had been 
amended (and does still contain) all of the claim elements of claim 1 0 as well, a dependent claim 
from which claim 13 had previously depended. Applicant apologi2Cs for not making this clear 
earlier. Applicant would like to point out that the current Office action does not address two 
limitations of claim 13 that had previously been present in claim 10: the communications 
program includes a telephone communications program, and the communication network 
includes the PSTN. 
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The Office action has again rejected claim 13 under 35 (JSC §103 as being unpaxcntable 
over Hansen et al. (Hansen) in view of Dahm et aL (Dahm), the same exact references used to 
reject claim 13 in the previous Office action dated March 1, 2006. Applicant argued for the 
patentability of claim 13 in light of those two references in its previous reply dated June 29, 
2006. In response, the current office action al page 2 states that "Applicant's arguments . . . with 
respect to the rejection of claims 1-55 under the combination of previously cited references have 
been fully considered and are persuasive. Therefore, the rejection has been withdrawn." 

Presumably then, claim 1 3 is now allowable because the rejection of that claim based 
upon the Hansen and Dahm references has been withdrawn. But, the current rejection of claim 
13 again cites the Hansen and Dahm references and docs not cite any new prior art. Further, the 
previous Office action at page 4 had rejected claim 1 3 based upon column 10 of Dahm, The 
current Office action at page 6 again cites column 10 of Dahm. Because the current office action 
states that Applicant's arguments have been persuasive and that the rejection has been 
withdrawn, and because the current rejection of claim 13 does not cite any new prior art, 
Applicant submits that claim 1 3 is now allowable even before any amendment. 

Nevertheless, Applicant has amended claim 13 to further require "ft? recharge option, 
being coniifi^red to cause ihe communications prog r am to contact a recharge $crver of the rechargg 
service and to add a predetermined recharg e amount to the stored-value calling account As 
pointed out above, the Office action relies upon this limitation as being present in the Chan 
reference. Because the Chan reference is not available as prior art for the reasons listed above, it 
is submitted thai amended claim 1 3 is now patentable. 

Reconsideration of this application and issuance of a Notice of Allowance at an early date 
are respectfully requested. If the Examiner believes a telephone conference would in any way 
expedite prosecution, please do not hesitate to telephone the undersigned at (612) 252-3330. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Bev>9r Weaver jlLp 



Beyer wgavhr llp Jonathan O. Scott 

P,0. Box 70250 R*& No. 39,364 

Oi*kland,CA 94612-0250 

Telephone: (612)252-3330 
Facsimile: (612)825-6304 
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